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‘ , INTRODUCTION T »

L
Since the early 1970's, .severely and profoundly handicég;;d children
within the Chicago public school; system have reaped benefits from public law
2itle I'89-313.% - This law end6ws monies to schoob diftricts that have -
planned either comprehensive self-contained projects or supplementary projects
for eligible handicapped students. The Chicago public school system received . , .
a majority of itas Title I 89-313 funds to implement’ projects which ‘upplement =~ )
existing special education prograns and provide extraordinary servicest to ’ N
students. . v, ” . ) l ' ‘
. , . 4 |

One of the gupplementary special_qucation ‘pPrograms for which the Chicago | .
public school)system expended its Title I 89-313 funds is the Speech Assistant j'
Prbgram. In fiscal year (®Y) 1980, the Chicago school system received an .
allotment of approximatély $72,784 of its Title I 89-313 monies to initiate
the program. The ten month, full-time positions.of 15 speech assistaidts, one
master teacher—speech pathologist, ‘and one program Coordinator were funded, and
program implementation was sche%uled for September, 1978. . -

e .

%, The general purpose of this evalu?tion report is to: S v ,

apped which was funded by Title I 83-313 monies. L

s . . . .

IT‘&dggggife the Speech Assist;nt Progran for the severely and progoundly
h c

2) ex&mine the results of the FY 80 survey on the Speech hssistant

Program. . . ' .

P . : N .
DESCRIPTIUN OF PROGRAM - . \

. L |

Overview ' . . *

Although Title I 89-313 provided monies for speech/language handicapped |
children in the Chicago public schools prior to FY 80, these monies were |
previously uped to fund a Speech Aide Progran. The Aide Program employed ) . |
personnel without academic training in speech/language therapy to monitor |
drill exercises to the students and to prepare materials. As it became . |
apparent through empirical obgservation,. spaech pathologists' cocaments, and ‘
evaluation reports, thére was a need to davelqp a speech/language program

. staffed with pérsonnel, who could provide broader, more inktense, and more'
gophisticated speech services than could aides. As a result, the position of . ‘
gpeech assistant was designed, and the Sppech Asgistant Program was created. |
The program capitalized on the backgrounds of the speech assistants (all of’ ‘

“whom' were required to have a minimum of a Bachelor's degree in speech

pathology) to provide the comprehensive extraordinary services needed by the
eligible handicapped students in public schools throughout the city. T

Staff Déscriptlon and Supervision ! .

|
\

To spem:héad the FY 80 Speeeh AsBistant Program, a Coordinator,
specifically funded to’develop, implement and coordinate the progranm,
interviewed-applicants to £i11 15 speech assistint positions. Some of the,

. applicants were prgviously employed ad spedch aides while others fhad no prior

employment within the school system. A handout, A Hodel of the Speech Aide i

’ . ~
‘Tsee Glogsary, pp. 28 and 29 for description . .

- .
. . . &

and Sgeedh Assistant pro gzam Title I 89=313, dascribed ‘the qualifications, . “JJ
1 . -
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. ! . .
roles, responsibilities, service delivery expectations, and;supervisory

guidelines relating-to the positions of speech aide and speech assistant.

This Model was developed by the Coordinator in order to acguaint the fundeded

Title I 89-313 and other school staff with the progrlim. The following
passages are from the Model: J

. . ' Lad
*Specch Assistunt:  Minimun Ba’chclorls degrcc‘. in speech
pathology. Must have good ?rinng, speaking and listening .
skills. The applicant must have good hearing,

Arcas of Assighment: Local an@ federal programs other than
Speech Language Centers. . - =

Specific Roles ané Responsibilitiest, Under the direction

of the speech and language therapist, the speech assistant
will; . : . .

1) Perform task orienfed arill activitics, with approximately
30-50 sclected students individually or in small groups.

L]
2) Provide speach inprovoment' instruction in the classrocn
o ldentified handicipped students, -

3) Participate in preservice activities as desiynated by
the Coordinator. .

!) Cbserve sclccted'chils!rerll as designated by the specch .
and languagt therapist, o
5) Participatc in conferences with the classroom teaghers,

parents, and related personnel as pewtaining to the

nedds of the spc‘ech and language disordered child. . .

6) Report all absences to the prancipal of the schcol= L
recelving specch and language services. the Paster's .
Degrec speech and language-therapist and other related:
payroil personnol. . - .
. '

Supervision:. r

- - - ’ * :

1. Fungtional guidance and leadership of the Speach afdes

ard Speech Assistants Progranm are that of the citywide

Coordinator. s . . ' A -

. LY *

2. Pach speech aide or cach speech,assistant is under the - .
dircction of & Master's Degree and language theﬁrapist. .
a. the Master's Degree speech ang language therapist h
. wili be responsible fcr the case management, screen- .-“‘}J’ L
ing, evaluation, Qiagnosis, recommendafions and re- !

porting af rcsuls to related personncl and parents. *

b. the Hagter's Degrec speech and languige therapist -

- functiont in accordaice with Section 9.09°-2a-e of
the Rules and Regulaticnz to Gervern the adafalstras , .
tion and toeration of Speclal tducat.on, Illinois
Office of Education, Effective: February 1, 1979, .

, Pages 31-22. O

e, the Master‘s Dgru» speech and languagé therapist.
will b¢ respsonsible for ¢ollecting‘from the * .
spccc\n aszistant monthly reports and statistical aa
data. This information is' to be forwarded to the,
Coordinator of the Title @ 89-313 Progran for .
. Specch and Language, ‘

3. The Master's Degrce specch and language therapist will
. Supervisec one to three spocch aides ard/ol spcech ascistants.

4. The supervising Mastcr's Degree speech and language

therapist will meet, a3 feeded, with the¢ speech assidtant .
in order to 3hcck. monitor, evaluate,. and assist in the v ‘
continued davelopment of the indivldual education, place=~

mont prograa for each stwdent enrolled in the speech and

lanquade proqram,” - .

] N ! " .4 a

- 7_@. .

"A spouch lenguage therapist is refagred to a specch ;nﬂylogist throughout
the remainder of this repott. — . . :




_ undertaken by the apeech assistants were: ;

. . 3 ) Bl 'lﬁ .

hd x
o — 1

Several other specific tasks not mentioned in the Model, but which were

a) participating in the screening process of students who might be
x -eligible for prograh services; ) - .
b) reviewing participant students’ Indivfdual Education Plans (1EPs) to -
determine ptevious speech objectives and agsist in the writing of new

ones; \ , ]

c¢) participating in staffings and/or .conferenced about the serviced
" students; .

d)’devhloping the time schedules for service to students:

4
) - ¥

e) developing materjals to be used With serviced studentsj . a

£) maintaining contact with glassroom teachers of serviced students
' regaxding ,students' progress and cartyover of speech/language Lo
etercises for the c].assroom
g) contacting'er meeting parents (when specifically requested by the (’
supervising speech pathologist): '

h) providing at.least one inservice about the program-to each serviced
school and giving other ins¢rvices as needed or requested by the
schools.

’f ., . [
One master teacher-speech pathologist was funded.for the program. The
regponsibilities of this person were: o ‘e

a) providing immediate on~call assistance to speech assistants in e
P wyatever areas this service was needed; .

. r; ~ = N

b) assisting in the speechllanguage screening process at some schools;
L 3

« ¢) providing diagnostic testing for those students withouﬁpEVailable
diagnoetic_infoxmatlona '

P
- '

d) assisting in writing speech prescriptions for students to be serviced;

a) assistihg in the development and/or procurement of testing and
instructional materials needed by speech assistants;

£) keeging»the file .ot speech‘aasistante‘ gchedules; ‘

g) aseisting in the planning of monthly B e:viceg for the speech
assistants; . )

L ]

h) mainﬁaiping a student caseload and providing all of the required
services to these students;




’ . 1 . .
f . The citywide Co?rdin tdr had the main respongibility, as described in
the Model, to. provide the £uncti6nal guidance and Ieadership for the program,

This includ . . -
v s e ‘ <

a} developing the Model'for the prOgram; - .

b) creating a training packet and orientation filnm abopt the program.

o ’

. c) hiring, training, and aupervising all program personnel;
- !d} coordinating and presenting personnel inservice:

e) developing all report, evaluation and logging ‘forms used within the
program; ‘. . ‘s
i f) providing on-site inservice to school administrator&,and other schooL
s - personnel regarding the prograh;
4 1]
g) providing on-site assistanée to speech assistants in areas where this
is requested;

S ..

h) conducting formative and final-evaluations on program’ perSOnnel and
the program; o ’ .

i) maintaining a professional library of instruct.ional and profepsiOnal
materials to be used by field parsonnel ;
[ ] -
j) seeking ways.to continually upgrade the program and provide immediate
service to eligible unserved or underserved students.
, Student Description ‘ ' . .
According to an Illinois Office oq‘BducatiOn (I0E) handout on require~
ments for regional proposals for funding under Title I 89-313, funds may be
Wtilized. only on behalf of those children who are considered to be .
state-supported. -In Illinois these are the children who receive service
‘s through the provision of 14-7.02at of The School Code of Illinois. Objectives
* and activities proposed to meet the needs of eligibie children may be shared.
. with other children when time and space are available angd when all children
for whom the funds are provided receive services which are appropriately
designed and gommensurate with their special needs., » ;
/
Each local school was to maintain a list of eligible Title I 89-313
students. (These were students approved by IOE.as having severe or profound
handicaps and/or requiring specialized supplemental services. K The approval of
thegse students as Title I 89-313 resulted in the Chicago public school system
receiving approximately $656.00 per studént to cover the expenses of thk
.spacialized services.) Upon initiation of~the Speech Assistant Program in
' September, 1979, the number of the schools having accessible lists of Title I
89-313 student names was low. Thus, immediate program implementation at these
sitgs began with assistanta helping to identify, acreegurand locate students who
were eligible and in need of speech assistants' gervices. Classroom follow-up was
then conducted by the asgistants in order to obtain ‘obeervational baseline data
that would be useful in establishing students' apeech objectives.

. ~

” .

] I K .’l LY.
, ¢ :
’ Q Tgee Glossarf, page 29, for deacription. .
ERIC - E 9L . '
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Stqdents participated in the Title I 89313 Speech Assistant Progranm in two
ways. The first was through the direct service delivery format. This atilized s
the pull-out’ basis of. service delivery whereby a student left the regular
classroom Setting (or in some cases, went to a designated location in the room
~away from the area of general classrocm instruction). The student then received
service.from the speech assistant inta one-to-one or small droup session. The
actual minutes in time of direct service depended on the student's needs ‘and
nurber of students to be serviced within the school. However, the average
session lasted between 45 minutes to ome hout once or twice a week. The _second
means of service delivery was by, means of classrocm and teacher contact. The '
speech assistant visited the classroom fox student observational purposes to - ‘
3 . note if there was carryover and practice of speech thetapy. Additionally, the .
speech assistant gave the classroom teacher an oral report on the progress of
serviceds students and sudgésted nmethods and activities bto be used with serviced
studénts’ in their classroom setting. The extent of. sérvice per student then
varied according to number of students to be serviced, individual student needs,
- and response of teachers to respond to the contacts initlated by the speech
assistants., . ’
. ’
The Titfe I 89-313 Program of Speech and Lanquage End of the ré;

. Statistical Report stated that 644 students were serviced by, assistiants.
Students weére Tocated in 75 achools. A&According to the Coorainator, these
students included some who were new to Speech/language services--previously

. unserved either because speec difffculties were not evident, testing had not
been completed, and/or. the pathologist cagseload was too heavy to include
regular-basis direct student service. Also serviced in the program wexe some .
students who previously received limited service from a Board of Education

! sgeech/languaqe progran. -

" Y. It was reported that 271 of these students were léarning disabled and

seyviced by five speech assisfants designatedi%pecifically to work with thé

. severe learning disabled. The remaining 373 students were serviced by ten

speech assistants. The average caseload of the speech assistants for the

learning disabled was quite high, apprgximately 5S4 studqgks r assistant. The

. caseload of the.remaining ten assistants was more in the expected rxange, ‘
approximately 37 students per assistant. The Statistical Report noted that by 1

. the end of June, 1980, S7 studentd were dismissed from the program of their |
attainment of thelr speech objectives. The number .of dismissals the first year
of program operation should be cong 1de red quite good because of the severity of _ |

: &l the studenta! handicaps and because prior to the program the students elther .,
. received limited or no direct speech/language Service.

The FY 80 data file of the Department of Resdirch, Evaluation and Long .
Range Planning (DRE) contained demographic and background information on only a
sample of 317 students that were serviced by speech assistants. Data were 4 .
gathered by means of the Title I 89-313 Pupil Participant Count Forms FY 80. At
the clese of the regular schoog,yeaz. "Forms were sent to all school with Title
I 89~313 activities. Directions called for a staff member to name the Title 1
89-313 stpdents, and denote specific Title I 89-313 services(s) received.

Many schools appointed a staff member usually not funded or thoroughly familiar
with Title I 89~313 to gomplete the forms. It was apparent from the retuins ..
that all of the speech assistants’ serviced students were not counted. This was,
the fayult .of.those personnel assigned per ‘school to complete the forms, and not
. necessarily the assistants. However, infgrmation on 317 students was returned. T
N ‘This sample represents almost 50 percent of the total serviced population. .
' Infoxmation obtained on the 317 students is in Table 1 on the next page. . .

’ . - ~ -




e * ' - . . 7 TABIE 1 a L 7-|.7 .
' " "STATISTICS ON FY 80 SPEECH ASSISTANT PROGRAM , . .
i : T e ‘**Sa:ﬁpie-of 317 S ’ '
Ser~ Disd . ' : /1 axMpT . v X*Sample of 317 students
*  {ved misseq STUDENTS' PRIMARY HANDICAPPING | OBJECTIVE o STUDENTS®
[No. CONDITION** o. 1 No. % | AGE GROUPING**
216 11} TPainable Mentally Handieapped ' 1138 99 ' 0 0 0-2 years .
v ’ . v . N B ‘
- 136 - 8 Educable Mentally Handicapped . ' 82 ‘80 0 0 ) 3-5 years
271 35! rharning Disability . 34 74 205 93 6-17 years
. N P N L
15 * 3] visuvally Handicapped * 13 =55 20 6 18-21 years -
+6 ° 0} Hard-of-Kearing) 5 100 ‘2 1 /| unkiown
- Ly =
. + .
Unknown ’ - 4 100 |- M .’
644 57 " pomAL 27( 87 . 1
o e - . DS —— } P —————— ' . 1
**‘Sample of 317 Students *%Sample of 317 students .
- No- METHODS USED TO DETERMINE )| Ino. s | sTupenTs' Funpigrr
\ ' nses -
_ STUDENTS §UCCE§S (maltiple respo . ~|6chool’ Code of I11. -
. .-, 303, ‘96 | Section 14-7.02a
00 standardized Test ' . * (Extraordinary)
4 - L School Code of Ill.
_ 1 Criterion Referonce Test 7 ¢ 2 | section 14-7.03 .
¢ & rphans,, Fostef -
113 Teacher—~Made Test , ) ome) NS
309 Checklist . 5 2 | other '
314 OBservation A ; 1.
: P 2 1 ] Unknown ° -
203 Other " .t -
0 [ * * 4 ) ' -
[ - L] ' N *
T > L
.2, . . . . . '
No. POSITIONS, SCHOOLS : _ ,
. - v - . . . R
5 speech Assistants for severe learning disabled ) -
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According to data available on the sample, between one and 45 students per
school participated in the program. It is unknown if this was through direct ,
and/or indirect participation. The  mean number of students per school was 13,
Almost all of the sexrviced students were between the ages of 6 and 17 years old;
“the remaining students=were betleen 18 and 21 years old. r 95 percent of the
' sample of students receiving services were funded under seggion 14-7.02a of .

. The Schioolsfode of Illincis (extraordinary services children). The remaining
five percent were orpnnns or foster children funded under Section 14-7.03.¢

" The majority of students receiving speech/language gervices through the
prograln had more than ong handicapping condition. According to the t

" Statistical Repopt, the primary handicapping condition of the largest” percentage

of serviced students was mental rétardation: 271 (52 percent) were trainable
mentally handicapped and 136 (21.% percent) were educable mentally handicapped.
'The primary handicapping conditions of the remaining 237 students were: 216
(33.5 percent). learning disabled; 15 (2.3 péxcent) visually.handicapped; and 6
{1 percent) hard-of-hearing.
- - . .
. 7 , . PROGRAH EVALUATION )

Staff from the DRE conducted FY 80 evaluations of all Title I 89-313
programs. The evaluation reports on the Title I 89-313 Speeqpi/Language
Program are contained in Appendix C, page 32. These reports, which were sent to
the Coordinators in the Bureau of Special Education and I0E staff in Springfield,
Illinotis, ingicated*that the program met its objectives. .

. The objective written into the Title I 89-313 proposal for this.program was

..that 80 percent of the serviced students would advdnce at least one stage in a

major selected speech/language goal for the year. Data used to evaluate this®
objective were Obtained from the Title I 89-313 Pupil Participant Forms FY 80.
These forms were available on only 317 student participants, and thia nunbexs
comprises the sample. .

» N & . ’

“Of the 317 students,-276 (87 percent) were reported as successfully having

, met the program objective {It should be remembered that types and’ mastery of

objectives was not checked by an evaluator. Data were those reported by the
staff completing the forms. These atafglcould have included “assistants,
pathologista, ¢lassroom teachers, adjustment teachers, etc.). All students who
were in a primary handicappifg group with five ox fewer serviced students met the
objective; these groups were the hard-of-hearing and classification unknown. ' In
addition; a yery high percentage of Btudehta who were in a primary handicapping
Jklaaaification with more than five students also met the objective; 99 percent of
the trainables and 98 percent of the edycable mentally hdndicapped met the '
objective. On‘y studehts in the sample of the" iearnirg disabled group {the group
served by speech assistants designated spdcifically to service only the 1earnihg
disabled) did not meet the objective. However, as a group.they were vefy ¢lose
to the 80 percent objective; 74 percent of the 47 learning disabled students in -
the sample met the objective. The results of the learning diaabled group should
bé viewed in the perspective that the Bample was small. Alsc is'the important
fact that the caseload per assistant for these students was higher {about 14
students more) than fdr those assistants who worked with the other groups...’

The two most frequently used methods to determine, Btudent_progreas weie
observations and checklists. A large numb&r of “students wbre also evaluated by
"other" methods -& thoae Bpecific or tailered to the pariicular speech/language
problem. . . .
E l
Statistics on the handicapping groups meeting the objective (advancing “at '
least one stage. in a major selacted speech/language go&l) are in Table 1, page 7.

- ey

D "

t See Glogsary, p. 29, for deacription. ’
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. ' In Septembey, -1980, the Coordinator of the Title I 89—313 Speech/l.anggsge .
= Program and DRE staff jointly assessed the Speech Assistant Program using the .

. survey approach. The purpoge was to judge various program components and to

. identify the needs of personnel involved v[ith the program. The beginning of the

, school ygar asseSsment was also to be used for fo.ﬁnative evaluation pur..poses- N .

.t "1) to check on factors of implementag?ﬁ: staff orientation, timelines of .
oy service, _types ‘of service to schools, program supervision, and inservice.

. ~
2) to collect data which could be used for. further’ program development or

et modification. . FRr , N
(! B .t P . - - S r i

WO surve'y type instruments, similar in* design and questi6n format, were
, ., Created and distributed to speech assistants-and their supervising speech patho-
. s logists by DRE staff. Both instruments, instructed assigtants &nd pathologists to
evaluate the overall proﬁpm to assess the needs, of the program, and to comment

on genera.l ‘programmperation, The questionnaires differed only in the section
about. personnel evaluation. In this section, speech asgjstants were asked to evalii-

ate various aspects of speech pathologist-assistant interactions while the patho-

logists were asked to evaluate the assistants on the perfornance of their duties.

- A DRE staff gember distributed the Speech Assistants puestionnaire On.gpeech/ .
Langfage Services to Title I 89-313 Pupils to the 14 speech assistants who werd in '
» -~ attendance a¥ the first astaff inservice of the. school year. 'They completed and *
returned quastionnaires by the end of the inservice. (In order to try to obtain
the views of a}jl speech adgistants wHo were fuided in the program, the fifteenths
speech assistant who resigned in order to ccmplete a Haster ;] degree program was
nailed a questionnaire. he quastionnaire was not re-turned-.)

-

.

- )

Each speech assistant was given .ﬁive copies of the Speech Pathologist

. v e

Le
Questionnaire On Speech/Lanquage Services To Title I 89-313 Pupils to hand-deliver ~— “
to eacH of her supervising speech .pathologists of the preyious year. A majority
. + ¥ ofythe supervising pathologists, 32, returned quastionnatres via the school
System s internal mail del¥very system. All returns were anonymus.“Copies Jof
e . both instruments are in Appendices A and B, pages 29 through 32. , ' L.
. L] - - -—
- Results and Analyses of Qu.estionnaires © v ) i

- kS
- The responses or the pathologists and assistants to the questionnaires are ",
. disquaged according to the four fSection headings on the questionnaire: 1) overall
progranm evaluation; 2) evaliation of speech ythologists or speech assistants; 3)
*  needs assessment: and 4) general program operation. . : \

] [N

»

.
. . .

) . : Section 13- Overall Program Evaluation .
- b3 ' . n ~ N . . -

In this section of the questionmire, respondents answered yes," "aomewhat, |
-5 "po," "don't know" to items related to overall dedign and implementation of the ) \
. Speech Assistant Program. As a group, all 14 assistapts responded to all eitht
|
|

« »  Section 1 questions in a positive manner, ‘ALl 14, responded "yes" to four of \

the quastions, and 13 res nded "yes” to the remaining four quastions. hs a

group, the 32 speach pathologists who returned & quastionnairq were alsc positive

o¥ six of.the eight questions with a majority of them marking "yes" responses to

. these questions. Tablds 2 and 3 on pages 9 and 10 summarize the respansas of the |
. Saction 1 questions. In.a dition, a codmentary follows on £ive {important aspects |
; which Section 1 questions a dresséd: Implementaticn, inservice, goals and .
objectives, supervision and coordination, and positiva contx‘ibqtion to'ﬁstudents.

o » . . . - PR PO \ . ) !
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TABLE 2 .
-OVERALL PROG‘&AM $VJ\LUATION BY SPEECH ASSISTANTS :
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* YES |SOMEWHAT NO i KNOW
NO. M [NO. vivo.  sfio. %

:ﬂb you thiﬁk-the speech assistant, P §

pr-ogram...l " - ‘ [ - -

. : » * . : *

" - had definite gdals and objectives |14 100% - - Er - )
guiding the program?.....esweee-. N

- - * . 3 -

"~ was guided and improved fhrough al14 1dos| ¥ - - "
régular inservice program?...’...

. -~ was adequately ‘supervised and 14 100% - . .
coordinated by Central Office e : v .
adiinistration?.....cecteeeeeeead | .o Y 9

. . .
~ was implemented in a timely 13 93s | 1 N Y -
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b r duties would bej 2 B :

- was designed to servi pupils 114 160y - - 7 =~
troly in need of ext aordinary - :
speach/language ser¥ice?.s.......

.=~ was realistic about the quantity J13° 93sf1 - 7% - -
of pupil services wyhich cduld be
provided?ooooooo'ld‘oooooolloooooo. .

. L] A - d
- contributed positively in the 13 93%] L 77t . -
remediation and/or improvement of |.

" the majorif; of serviced pupils' "
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. OVER:\LL PROC'P}\"I 'EVALUATION BY SPEECH PJ’\THOLOGISTS '
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» . 5 - 4
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. - P DON'T  NO s
t : o ‘. YES |soMEWHAT| No KNOW RESPONSE
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.timely impl ftation occurred.
a8

L ] -. >
., - - ot Figure 1
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o . Inplementation
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*As the "yes"” responses indicate, assistants viewed progran implementation
more positively than the pathologists. (Figure 1) At least 30 percent of the
pathologists felt that the program was only "somewhat” implemented on time. .The
s.ntar:protat..ton pathologiats and assistants give to timsly 1mplemantatj.on may have

affacted these Pesponses. It is not known if the pathologists viewed Y.
implementation from the perapectivos of both 1ngd.reét and direct service .
delivery. * - . . .

v ¥ -
*buring the FY 80 iriserVice meetings speech assistants verbally reported on
program :anlenantat:l.on. They reported that many schools 4id not maintain or
updatp a 11st ®f “the local school Title I 89-313 students. ,

- 'Since the"nms of Title I 83-313 students were not readily available at some
Jocal schools, ;ﬁ.rect speech/language sarvices to studants at these schools could
not, be immediately offered to them. Ten pathologists, who felt the program was
only "mawhat" mple:aentod in a timely manner, may have based their opinion on
the fact that at the beginning of the school year, diract services were
anavailable to ‘those studants who had not been 1dant1£10d and usted at the local
school level.'- . .

“ . » ] #

*In contrast to pathologisu, almost all of the speech assistants felt that a
They probably considered timely implementaticn as
their being 4t the designated mchools at the start of the school yeaf to offer
indiract servicga izmadiately since direct service was not always poas!.ble dua to
unavailability of student eligibility lists. .

M -

L ’

,Implmntation in the form of indirect service to students from tha spsech
assistants wab of!ered viay, trying to determine and locate the eligible atudnnts,,
_ screen_them, &rrango for d&iagnostio toating (if this had not been done), review

the diagnostics, and pr:apar.. the speechllanguage educational plans. ¢ .,
" . L) . . . ™
i . :’ ~ - ’ s - <, ' -
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Inservice
———

FERY

« *All of the spe'géh 'assistants thought the program was guided through regular
* inse¥vice. (Pigure 2) Agenda sheets documenting’ nservices verify that
‘formal inservice was provided for aasistants on a sonthly basis.

- . F

N

-

'F'ift:y-nine petcBnt ot ;I;e pat:.hologi.'sts e

.. of th€ opinion that the program
.was guided /oh:;ough regular. inservice. ™ :

-

*Since the o’{ig'i.ml progran proposal ided for inservices for assistants
but not pathologists, the inservice component of the program differed for the two
groups. Pathologists may have responded less positively on the questio
inservice than assistants because as & group, they were not formally sclieduled to
reoeive direct,group inservice on the program.* '

R S

! -

.
¢ ™ 1Y P *

¥The Coordinator sought permission from higher administrative
insexvice £o pathologists. <The requests wers unresponded to. As the Coordinator
want to each of the city's three Pupil Sexvicir Centers, she tried to contact
pathologists there on a one~to-one basis to explain the program. Howaver, all
pathologists were not-able 'to be contacted at the Centers because their scheduling

channels .to' of far

did not always match the days the Coordinator was visiting the Centers.
o BN ‘ . ? '
’ r ' “‘b’ a ‘ . - o 1 ? 7 ! [ N f
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,.- was given, but the phtlnlog’hts 414 not really couprehend the information. |

.Goals and Objecctives. . .

Key -
--- Specch Agsistants .

—— Speech pPathologists

Percéntage of Responses

Don't

Goals and Objectives
*All speeth assis t's- agreed that the §peech Assigtant Program had
, definite goals and objectives guiding it. (Pigure 3)

- , 1 - -
*About 65 perceht of the pathologists agreed that the program was guided by
definite goals and objectives. - .

. » ]

‘Differences in opjinion between pathologists and assistants about goals and

' objectives might possibly be related to the receipt of inservice.'

*Goals and objectives t::ci ‘ccmminicated to assistants through the monthly

_inservice meetings and contacts with the master teacher-speech pathologist and

-~ Coordinator. ,.Bowav r, as grevionsly explained, yermission for formal group .
inservice to pathologists was not grafited. Although inservice to uniformly inform
pathologists of program goals and objectives was not written into the prograa,’

the Coordinator tried to personally contact supervising pathofogists in ordsr to

explain the program. 3 N "
. . - v - . .
‘* +The majority of assistants (73 pei:cen?:) felt that despite the lack of formal
group inservice, their supervising pathologists und,erstood the goals and
- . objectives of the program., ) . . ‘e

-

*Three asu:utants felt their pgtholéguu 414 not have an understanding of
the program'g goals and objectives. It s not ¥nown if these three casés refer to
pathologists not’ being informed of the goals and objectives or if the.information
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Supervision and Coordination
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{ . *  Supervision and cOdrd.tna.ti.on

—*All of the assistants felt that the progran wvas adequately supervi.sed and
coordinated by the Central Office ad.mini.stration. (rigure 5) .

“Only 53 percent of the pathologists responded “yes", and 3 percent felt that
adequate supsrvision and coordinatiop wcgurzed only "nomuhat; 8ince the
pathologist's questionnaire did hot specify if coordinatatioi“was from
the Central officeé it is not possible to dotermine whether _regponses referred to
Central Office supsrvision or their view on their oun supaxvi.si.on and coordination
of the assinstants. \ A o »

L

1] -

¢
4 .
"I'he mjori.ty ot assistants, 93 percent, thought the progran provided them
with a job deqcx;iption and,was realistic about the quantity of studen,‘t gservices
“which could be p:avi.ded. : N .

. 4

.ptograa posi.t:i.valy. /- ) o .
R LS » . . - . .

r /sy

. n

- L1]

A . % . <
, ]

*With rerpact to their own work then, the assistants viewed the desi.gn of the
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. ) positive Contribution to Students
*The majority of speech pathologists were op stic about the remediation .
and/or improvement of gstudents due to direct service from the speech assistants.
(Piqure 4) - ' !
-Over three~fourths of the pathologists indicated that ‘the speech assistants
made positive contwibutions to the ‘gtudents they served. * . .
- £S ¥
‘ ’ X .‘. ‘ . <7 L
*In assessing their own work with students }..n the program, 93 percent of the
agsistants felt that they made positive contributions to the students. -

~ < - .
sSeveral questions on overall prograa services wers directed oply to‘v‘, the
pathologists. One guestion asked pathologists if they felt tfie program provided
services tp spectal education students who previcusly had received no or lmlted
sorvices. Seventyesight percent answered "yes", and 22 percent said ¥po".
*A sscond question gsked if the program served a 5u££1cienf:' nunber of °
students. Eighty-four percent sald-“yes", 9 percent "gomdwhat”, 3 percent “no*
and 3 percent "'don't xnow"., The response on these two questions ‘suggests that the PR
program provided -pecial language services to a nusber of students who weia either
unserved or undererved in speech/language prior to program initiation. ,
L " . * "o ) * ) - = .
*A third gbestion addressed only to pathologists found them divided in .
opinion as to the degree the speech assistants served students’ classroon’ teachels -
in reinforcing spsech/language work in the regular classroca. Forty~seven percent
answered "yes", 44 percent said *somewhat™, and 9 percent said "don't xnow", .
These answers suggest that the extent to which speech assistants service classrooa
teachers should be reviewed by supervigors to dotermine 1f an increase of service \
in this area is-desirable. *~ .. L —- : Yy
) AP ’ Y { .
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. Section II: Evall‘xation of Speech Asgistants

In order to assass the general guality of the speech assistants' performance
Qn the job, spesch pathologists were asked to give "yes™ or "no" ratings to |
gelected role respongibilities of the assistants, For all of the nine role
responsibilities liuted,gt;h}m}nlogists.neplged within the percentage of “yes™
answers ranging betwsen and B84 percent.. Table 4 on page 17 summarjizes the

res 3es. . * *
ponses . ‘
" +Almost all of the'pattnlogl.sts',j'f percent or 31 pathologists,'agqeed that
the assistants demonstrated ove:ul} professional competencies, applied skillg and
techniques, demonstrated skill and Eerru;andl.ng in working with the students, and
understood the duties’ required~of the position. . .
: T, v
, *The assistants' participation in staffings had the lowest percentage {84
percent) of the nine items, The percentage is still within the acceptable range
and can be viewed positively. Although staffing participation is ultimately the
responsibility of pathologists, 84 pércent of the pathologists had confidence in
their speech assistants to allow them participation in staffings, * .
*The majority of pathologists who had assiastants taking part in th’e} asta¥fings
felt that this was helpful in making the program functiop well. -
- . . 1 * -
) *Eleven assistants .specifically noted that their pathologists involved Eh.em
in-staffings. Over half of these assistants felt this involvement was helpful to

the program, . "y, . <N, s

{ +

*Twelve assistants xelatec} that theip pathologists showed them available

stydant diagnostic results or shared student file information. Eight of these
assistants felt the information was'*aefinite]_.y}helpful. -

- r
"
. - 1
-

»

Evalu‘aﬂ.on of ’Suparvisi.ng* Speach Pathologists

’ '

. \. ] Lt o
In order to assess the general quality of the speech p%ti::.‘fgﬁta' inter-

. [ 1

actlans \'t;th them, speech assistants were asked to glve “yes "rio" ratings .to
salected itedty%bout-the pathologists' interactions. Table 5 on page 18

summarizes the responses. . - .

- » * * ’ I

[ L.

. *£11 assistants agreed"Phat the pathologists adequately sypervised and helped
them, had realistioc expsctations of what could bes accomplis with the students,
and rolated.to them as working collsagues and professionals, . ‘

‘e majority of assistunts, 73 percent, felt that their supervising
pathologists understood the goals ahd objectives of the program. Orsltly threq
assistants 4id not feel their pathologists had this understanding. It is not
known if these three cases refer.to pathologists not being informed of the goals
and objectives of the program of if the pathologists recelved the infomat!.,dlr) but

daid n?t really comprehend it.

.

e -
*The assistants were ggnera;lly pleased with the spepch assistant-pathologist

relationship. ’
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. * . v For yes, mark if this ANSWERED
: NO | YES ';"13"" the program 1 YES, BUT
I unction wall. . lptp nor )
Did your spoech assistant... NO. \ [HO. \ NO hior RESPOND ON |no ‘
¥ , . \ HELPPULDIFFERENCE |HELPFUHELPFULNESS | RESPONSE ‘
- demonstrate an understanding of the duties 1 ] INMRO. M NO. S |NO. M INO, VRO . L I
required of the position?....... araeas raeeneed 4 77\ 1 ) ) oy 6 19%
L4 - € . -
-~ demonstrate skill and ‘ifterest in working 1 nju 9726  B4N 0 ‘T o 0 5 168
with the severely handicapped pupils?......een ' N
< pmaintain contact with you for coordination 0 '
of pupll objectives, gencral supervision, - 2 68 {30 942p1 7043 10 0 6 - 20%
report of services offered. ... vceavenaaarannad ?
- dpn;onstrate ability to do screenings ’and 3 9 ja8 saap2 79v 1 " AM o 0 S ¢ 18%
diagnostic testing?........ vesmeeviinnens veansd ’ - s
‘= apply skil‘.‘l:; and techniquos suggested by You 1 V)31 974 25 Bl 0 0 b 6 l9v
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B the pathologista'’ and assistapts' questionnaires contained a sixteen
M'.en ecklist about possidle needa, of {fhe Speech Assistant Program. Both
groups were to check all 1tems that they felt were program needs for FY 81.
. space was also available orff the questionnaires for regpondents to write in an
item they felt was a priority need but‘wasn't included in the list. Pathol=-
. _ogists and assistants checked many of the same items. Table 6 below illustxates
X “the results. (In reviewing Table 6, it should be remembered that the rank
indicates that staff most frequently expressed this item as a need; the rank
’ . 15 not weighted.) .
v : N - .
L » * )
— b - . .
[ M . o . [] .
. . TABLE &
o . s KTEDS ASSESSMENT - . .
: . - a , . ‘
: o PATIOLOGISTS |, PR R .
. ) .1 | cityvide inservice ~7 1 1 | cieyvide tnsezvice .
:-5 2 | mereer tdeneification at local ethoo N % | 2 | werver tdentification at local echool
p ; K 3 m‘n tpeech asslstants in elementary schoole 3.5] sore contact with ll!..t teacher-sptech Pltholozl.
’ % 4 | pevelogment of checklist of progras responsiblitied 3 5] Wore speech aseiseants in the elementary schonl
1 s | setter room location N Batter room location |
5 ¢ | Better scheduling of schools or pupils 7. | speech assistants for high schaols
§ 7.5 | Speech asgistants .or high schoole LY Accessability of files and assessmants
= 7% | vore lupt{ﬂsim ari coordination 3 Batter scheduling of schools or puplls
1 eS| Types of dutles of nslsunu' . ® 10- | Typs of dutlee of assidtants  « .
. - g. ¢ 5| accessability of files and assessments 10 Isproving recordkeeping .
§= 11 | More contact #1th manver reachez-speach pathologisq 10 Content of inservice
§ 12 More carcful selection of asslstancs 12 Developuent of chocklisty of Prozram responsibilitics
‘ 13.5] Freovencv/nature of cvm‘n't in resylar clsaetdom 13.5 | More careful seleckion of asslstants .
) /\ 1.5} Other - 13.5 | Other-interdepartment corrunicaticn
- - e | 18 Cenum of lnurvlao - 1€, Froquency/nature of contact within reqular 9‘1““?“ ,
B :'g 4 16.4 Hot- qrovp lnurvxec than monthly 16 | More supervision and coordination
*EE | 16.4] 1vproving recordxesping _ 116 | More grovp insexvice than monthly
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’ The Kendall's tau rank order correlation was calculated on two rakk orders.
Support for the null hypothesjfs (the two groups come from the same.population) N ,
wag indicated since the correlation was Significantly different from zero
(p<.002). Using the Spearman correlation, the same ,level of significance
resulted indicating that the overall rank ordering fior both g;oups was similar.

. ’ . ' L)

: The needs asdessment Showed that the three most frequently checked items by
the pathologists and the’ assistan;s were the same.

¢

2

*The largest numbexr of respondents in both groups checked the need for a .
citywide ingexvice to explain the Speech Assistant Program to speech patho=- \V :
tbgists, administrators, etc., Presently thisg “type of inservice is not pro- \

_vided. 1It appears that both pathologists and assistants perceive 2 need ﬁor 4 s
an inse to explain the objectives and operation of the program so that .

those- associated with it _can havé better understanding.
Fd
*The second most commonly checked need for both groups was bettex,
identification of students at the local school level who are eligible ‘for .
— Title I 89-313 funds. i ; PR

]
.
L] - ‘ . ] % -

. *The third most £ ntly expressed need by both groups was tc have more .
speech assistants in the'elementary schools. The, higﬁ‘rank of this itenm impldes
that patpologists and assistants favor the program an aqpport its extension. .
'Tied for the third, place in ranking on the .assistants’, qgestionnaire
was the need for more contact with a master teacher-gpeech patholégist. .
Pathologistys checked this item less trequently; however, gince pathologists are
employed a# professionals they may not hdve the need. fyr contact with a master
teacher-speech.pathologist., . ,
] *The pathologists' fourth highest need, development of a checklist of

+ program responsibilities, is related to the need for inservice. This checklist,
together with the previously expressed ‘insexrvice need, serves the purpose of .
information-relay or accounting within the program. Whén thg 16 checklist iteﬁs’

. were analyzed item per item using the Test of Proportions, this was the only

item on which there was a significant differance (p<.05) between the patho-
logists and assistants. While only five percent of the zssist nts felt the
need for a yearly or quarterly checklist, about 40 percent of t thologists
did see this as.a nged. It might be surmised that assistants might already have
an understanding ot program responsibilities as conveyed to them via their
monthly inservices. Supervising pathologists, however, would not have: partici-
pated in formal group inserviceg. A printed checklist might give ‘them an

. overview of the program responsibilities and ‘sefve as a guidepost on which

respongibilities assistanta should be aupervised. . .

-

»

{ »

. When the needs aré ranked ,from highest to lowest (Table 6):‘ﬂevera1 o
generalizations are evident. Very important priorities, these checked most
frequently, are of an iptrinsic nature and assooiated with program imple~ u T
mentation: need for inservice, master teachex-speech pathologist contact, and
program checklist. All of these ars foundation priorities upon which a program
is bullt and affects the way program development and groweh occurs, Of lesser " J
importance are needs associated with extrinsio factors: physical room con~_
dition, schedMling, file accessability, and supervision. Of low importance are
peripheral factors concerned with improving what already exists: content and ,
frequency of inservice, recordkeeping, and other individually ekbresaed items.,

. ¢ s . 2.'.'
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. P Section Vs General Pro_grm Operation

. The section gave pathologists aﬁd assistants the opportu.nity to commgnt
on general components of the proqram. Specific questions were asked of' both
gr oups ahout, faseload, supexvislion, master teacher—speech pathologiet,
etudente, and refunding. } One optional, free response que‘stion eliciting

. B}:ggestions for the program was also included. . ‘e

»

» -
¢ 4 ‘e -

Cahe.'load

-Speech assistdnts felt that their caseload should include betweer 25 and
50 students. The mean number of students they wished to work with was 40, the
mean correspozﬁs to the actual avexage faseload of the assistants in FY 80.
Since a speech assistant’s caeeload was determined by the number of students
eligible and in need of, epeech/langua.ge gervice in\zseigned districts, the
caseload of each assiltant ‘could coneiai-. of a differeit number of students.

'Resulte from the corregponding pathologiet'e quaestionnaire about an
agsistant's caseload were similar. They expressed that the range should be

~— within 15 anpd 50 students; the mean was 33 students. ' ’
' . ‘Based_on informition from assistants and pathologists an average caseload
of 40 stidents ped aesietant .seemed workable and acceptable. a ,
L] %nﬁ
[y & .
« i Supervigion’ . - ~ ’ * .

) ‘One question asked patholo:giets 'abput the ntmbdr of sp€ech assistants they
felt they .personally could sdpervise. The pathologists' responses were all in

. the range of one to threq assistapts. The mean was oné, .and this mean N
corresponds to the number of speegh assiatants each pathologiet did suparvigse in
FY 20, e 4 . >

~ »
-

Al ]

Master Teacher—Speech Pathologist

»

-'rhe existence of a master teacheri-epeech pathologist in the £field for
coordination purposes was viewed more positively by the assistants, the actual
1 : recipients of the eervice, than by the pathologiete. f"\\\‘

"Izen aeeiet&nte fered reasons for having a master teac‘heg-speech
pathologist in the program. Some thought ‘that since thd supervising speech
pathologist can't always provide adequate supervision or ansWer Profram
questions, a master teache,r-speech pathologist for the program is needeq This
person could answer the general program quastions, teepond to tpe ‘program.
problems, glve corletructive criticism based on more than one.supervisory visit,

", provide diagnostic testing, and explain the progtam to nupervieing
pathologists.

L
» ' N - -
+ °*The majority of pathologists, &9 parcent, agreed that there should be a
master teacher-speech pathologist, and their reasons were similar to those tﬁ,‘\
the assistants. S&rerﬁ epecifically noted that they had little free time to
supéxvise, coordinate, and inservice assistants, and that a master teacher
speech pathologist to perforn thece duties would bg a valuable asset. - ;.,‘

*The seven patho],ogiets who,did not favor having a meter-teacher bpeechﬁ s
pathologist for &the progpam felt that*the present coordination was adequate or
£hat they could handle the task without ths aid of a third pereﬁn.

.
+ * +
» ~ - ]
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> . Students, . 3 H . ° e - L
) “When asked what type vof stydents should be served & the assistants, the
. majority, of both pathalogists and. assistants expressed reference for
. nlldly/nzdarataly handicapped students being served ra‘er than the severely
. hand:lﬂapped. The pragram currently serves the latter popu].ation. It appears )
. that research and methods of therapy davelopment in speech/].angunge areas are

more*limited for this population than for the mildly/moderately handicapped.
{ Colleges and training institutions have been mdre relaxed in offering theory and
curriculumscourses for the severe than for other degrees of handicapped. .
. Perhaps it is the sparsity of information on the severely handicapped that
influenced respondents to prefer that pragram services be for the™mildly/

' moderately handicapped. 7
' Refundin ) . -
. —1—1—? . ~ . i
*The question concerning refunding the Speech Assi t Program for . - |
! upcoming years wag favorably answered. All but one meM of both the ’ |
pathologist and assistant groups expreesed "yes" to fgfunding. Two did ‘not. |
respdnd to the gquestion. > a— P |
. - &
Optional Open-Ended estion
. - = ~ 7 S 2

Several assistants and 'pa‘tM].ogists éompleted‘ the optional, open-ended
question which asked for suggestions or comments ﬁ‘t the Speech Assistant
Program. Sug tions from the two groups emphasized different aspects of the

I progrm‘ . - ] - 4
e In addition to 1nservice, assisunts ware very concerned with%tema].
- progran factors such as salary and bene;}(: . They ‘offered the fol].owi.ng
' auggestions:
. - ., b X " . .
[ - » ! = . - -
' . Speech Assistants' Suggestions:., -

» ’\-\_
~-schedule a citywide inservice. to explain the Speech Assigtant Program
3} .. to q?eech pathclodysts - .

S . forovide an inservice on the ‘topic of stuttering” >
. ) . e

=permit asais tsrto test their own caseload

-entitle assistants with all of the .Ghicago Board of Education benefits
. L -
-anonsbtstantr to Jjoi L fzhtcagrr*:‘vm:tcl'nre'm‘"*'(Jnr.i.ﬂorr-—~ —
.. . .

-upgrataan asaiatant'h sa].ary to an amount equal to that of a teacher -
with a%B.A. Bince assistants have all earned a B.A, .-

L «
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- Pathplogidts, having no need to be concerned with another group's salary
- and benef ,, directed their responses primarily toward the program variables og
Anservice, supervision, ahd student perticipents. They offered the following
‘Buggestisms : . ; . Lt ' .
* Speech Pathologists' Suggestions *
\ . - '] '
) =conduct a joint meeting of all assistants together with pathologists
> . to explain assistants'qvwdes, supervisors' responsibilities, and

student scheduling

. ]
-allow supervision of the assistants by their cooperating local school

pathologists .
L4 - * .
’ * -gstablish guidelines on how to qualify or classify students for
‘ ' partigipation and how to choose which students will receive the
assistants' services - < e,

-enlarge dssistants’ duties'by allowing them to select their own student

cagelpad . e . .
- ~have the assistants maintain student caseloads comparable to those of the
) regular pathologists and allow them to perform diagnostic and individual
educational planning, for these students . -

. -

~gear the Ercgrem services td mildly/moderately handicapped

-increase dhe number of assistants ) -

-

-~ 3
Three general.comments made by a few pathologists were:

‘Y ., "The program is helpful and well oréaniged." .

-
- L)

"Agsistants' supervis§on is time-consuming.” o
. ‘ "Intervention should be consistent,with students' specific disorders.™
N . . . ’ r"' ‘ -
- . - / .: .
e ] . 4
- Lt . >
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a The Speech Assistant Program, as funded by Title I 89-313 spacial education
. government monie®, consisted of 15 speech aassistants whose responsibility was'to
gerye severely/profoundly handicapped students demonstrating speech/language
. problems. During PY 80 the.assistants, working on am“itinerant basis, serviced
.644 students, within 75 schools. The extent of service per student varied because
of 1) the very large population of students that had to bs served by only 15 *
assistants 2) the extraordinary needs of the individual handicapped students and
3) the amount of cocperation and reinforcement to progran objectives exhibited by
- classroom teachers of serviced studenta.

I

. ‘. . PR

The findings 1isted below summarize aspects of the PY 80 Speech Asgistant '

Program. It should bé remenbered that the f£indings are based on a survey of the
. program utilizing the following methods: obeervations of assiBtants servicing

students, interviews with the program c::ordinator and several speech assistants,
Title I 89-313 Program of Speech and Language End of the Year Statistical Report.
participant data on 3% students obtained from the Title I 89-313 Pupil Partici-
pant Forms FY 80, and opinions of 14 speech assistants and 32 speech pathologists
expressed on questionnaires. A

*The main contribution of the program was the aaaiat‘.anta' service to ) -
students needing extraordinary service help and the apststants facilitating, )
students' improvements in speech/language deficiencies. According to
opinions expressed on surveys, both the speech pathologist and speech assistant
groups overwhelmingly agreed that the Speech Assistant Program did achieve these
two accoaplishments, ... 3 '

*According to statistios available only on a student group sample of 317
participants, these studants' results in meeting the criterion of progressing at
least one stage in a major selected speech/language goal surpassed the 80 percent
objective written for the program. Bighty-seven percent of the overall serviced
student group were reported to have met the objective. An overall review and
analysis of students' speech/ language objectives was not conducted by program
evaluators to determine the type or appropriateness of objectives or to verify the
reported student results. .(This type of analysis would require specialized -
personnel certified in speech/language pathology.) .

. +When the handicapped groups’ results are analyzed separately, only the .
. severe learning disabled group fell below the 80 percent cetierion--74 percent.
Severe learning dipabled students were tlose served by assistants with an average
« _caseload of 54 students. This caseload exceeded the average caseload of 37
students which was maintained by the assisfants servicing the other handicapped -

groups. , . .

]

*poth speech assistants' and supervis‘lng pattnlogists sants.ments toward
program organizational features were positive, and most comments and sugges¥ions
gseemed to be for the purposé of program improvement or enrichment rathar than

criticism. \ . .- 2 T

*Speech pathologists and assistants were siﬁd_ed with the working
gelationship they had developed and assistants felt that .their supervising patho="
logists related to them as working colleaguas” and professionals.

]

9 . . k_ . . . . ’ 5
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. 'The‘najotity of pathologists felt that assistants demonstrated overall
- professional competencies, applied skills and technigues, and demonstrated skill
and understandiny in uorking with the studants.

-Speech assiatanta agreed that the pathologists adequately superviseéd and
helped thenm and had realistic ¢xpectations of what could be accomplished with the , *
students.” ' . wr

-

+All qpeech assié!ints felt the reqular monthly inservices guided and,
“+* improved the program. .

'Pathologists and agsistants reported the need for citywide inservice to
explain the Speech Assistant Program to pathologists, administrators, etc. who
mighb he involved as snpitvisoxs or whose students will be proégram participants.

'Paﬁhologiata differed from assistants in the need for a yearly or .
quarterly checklist of responsibilities. Pathologists saw development of a
cliegklint ﬁf more of a program need than did the assistants.

. .The.progtan utilized the multidisciplinary approac£>to student service by
collaborating assistant, supervising speech pathologist, and classroocm teacher
efforts. td work togethér for the student. -

- r Ay L3
. .The ‘program utilized the transdisciplinary approach to student service by
means of the assistant transferring classrocm content into speech/language
. exercis&s. -
- 'nssistants had difficulties .at the local school level in obtaining
accessible 1ists of the Title I 89-~313 student names, needed in order to draw
a caseload. ) ; .

-
-

*Agsistants serving schools where eligible Title I 89-313 student names were
not readily accessible implemented the program on an indirect service delivery
basis uhtil students were identified. Indirect service included such tasks as
checking IEPs and/or records to locate students possibly eligible for services,
arranging for diagnostic testing, observation in classrooms for prescriptive
~purposas, and inservice presentations. . -~

'Schools that had 1ists of Title I 89-313 student names accessible were
more iikely to have their students receive direct service sooner during the ‘
beginning of the school year implementation. The amount of direct service per
student varied according to the severity of the stuydent's problems and the -
assistant's caseload. Direct service included gne-to-one or small group work .
with students for remesdiation of speech/lanyuage groblems, monitoring students
in pegullar cﬁaasroons for purposes of carrycver and practice of therapy, and
supervised evaluation of students in achieving the Title I 89-313 speech/language
objectives written for then. : . \

"“The caseload for assistants working with the severe learning disabled was
heavy. Most assistants serviced at least 37 severely/ profoundly handicapped in
geveral schools while the assistants working 'with the,sévere learning disabled
serviced about 54 students. , . €
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i Based on the “results obtained from data collectlon end di.scussed in the Survey of
the 'Proqra.n Section of this report several recommendations are made: . . T
°Continue the basic format of the Speech Msiatan;t Proqra.n LY depcribed in
the general program model. .. . ] Lo
.? . . ,
*Investigate in more exact detail the. amount of direct service time provided to
students from assistants. A Based on findings, determine if more assistants are needed
or if more eXact guidelines need to be developed regerdi.ng the time allotted to di.rect .
servlce delivery. -
. - . ) ’
°Review'the apeech/language neede of learning disabled atudents and the amount .
of direct service they are given; design a program to more intensely meet their
needs or give ingervice on” specific therapeutic strategies to ilmprove the group's
pexcentage of meeting objectives. Reduce the caseload of speech assistants who Bervice
severe learning disa¥led students. - . .

- v ] ‘ * *

1)

as prlority ‘concerns by both the pathologists apnd assistants--citywide inservices to )
explain the program and accessible local school lists of Title I 89-313 student names 80
to direct service delivery. In particular, facilitate caseload assignment and refer
problems of Title I 89-313 student identification or.accessibility of student names li.et ) |
to the citywide Title I 89-313 Coordinator. Encourgage the Coordinator to take |
appropri.ate channelp to inservice the local schools’ about i.dentl!ication of these |
stddents and the lmportence of maintaining ac’cessible Ilsts. ! . ) B

‘Review the re-ults of the needs aeeessment and respond to those neede perceived L

1
*Respod to the pathologists® need for the developient of.a checkliat of . ,]
program responsibilities. Lo, , R i P~y
*Review the extent and types of interactions that speeth assistants have with
their students’ regular classroom teachers; extablish guldelfnes as on what is to be
expected of speech assistants and classroca contacts.
* L) -

»

Y

IMPLICATIONS FOR PURTHBB s'rumt ‘ . ; . o
. - L .

"What are some viable means to imprové i.ntomtion relay about r,he program, its
goale and objecti.vee, to patboloqiete and school administrators?

.
v

What types of regular classrcoom teacher contacts ehoqld be expe‘-ted of assistants?
.Do classroom teacher contacts onhance the students'.positiva perfomance in speech/
language? ‘ ' i . .
- - ‘ E ¥ v,

"What should be the role and !unctione of the master teacher-speeé:h thologiet? -

» L4
.

*What types and how appropriate are 'ri.tle 1 89\514 apeech/language objectives
written for serviced students? -, -
*Can there be a “"time expectancy tactor® for a etudent to bhe servi.ced in a 'ri.tle b S
89-313 speech/language program? When and should the local Board funded program take
over servi.ce? . P .

3
L] . . - T
. . .

.A8 caseload is increaaed, does the percentage of studants meting the cri,teri.on

decreaee ai.gni.ucantly'? ’
[ t
N [ 3 L] ’. N - »
N *Does the progrem need expanson either in number of personnel, intensity, or
" frequency of student service? 31 D A . Lo
. el | P
]: KC ghould the Speech Assistant Program be ueed with the mildly/modaratély handi-

cmmsm capped and what effects would this have on the service delivery and supervision model? |
. . * * at .
_ = e
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On Novenber 1, °1965, a pajor step was x.ken toward the goal of mre dicelt sources
of. support for the handicapped through“a provision of P.L. 89-313," while this law
was primarily concerned with s;:]xool conbtruction assistance in major~disaster areas,
Section 6 of that Act amended Title I of ESER to provide support to state agencies
which were directly responsible for educating handicapped children. untal thas
amendaent, Title I worked through local educational agencies, thus, state operacted
or supported schools for the deaf, retarded, etc., which were not, a part of. a local ) )
school district, were not eligible for Title I benefits. . ‘"

This provision has had a profound impact '6n the educational programs in schools and
institutions for the handicapped, providing new teachers, equipfent, suppicmental

petsonne), diagnostic facilities, etc. 1In numerous cases, childres who had buen . . :‘
receiving only custodial Xare beg to participate for the first time an cducational
training. ! . . N

-*
"

In additlon to its educat.ional implications, the P.L. 895-313 amendment may be seen as

another precedent, a byl ilding block toward the total construction of categoraical J
aid for education of ha.ndicapped children. As ea:ly, legislat.iora for trainaing ‘E.eache:s

of the retarded and deaf led tc broader authorities, so this provision for educational
services to institutionalized children paved the way toward broader pxw;s;ons of ’
service to children in day schools.™® - . *

:Bxcggtional gmlgr_en . 34 {19§8): 49b:- 503. .
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. "section 14-7.02a, Ré School dode of Illinocis )

— 14-7.6;:\kChildren regquiring extraordinary special education services
and facilitfes. ,A school district providing for a child requiring
extraordinary special education services because of the nature of his
handicap is eligible for reimbursement from the State for the per capita
cost of educating that child in excess of the district per capita _

. tuition charge for the prior ydar or $2.000, whichewer. is less. Per capita
- costs shall be actual expenditures minus State reimbursement ‘uhder
= Secticn 14-13.01. .- - ~ - - ’ . .
. .. . Lo .
A child is deemed to require extraordina special education services
and facilities under the'following condiE{ons: )

1) the school district has. determined that the child requires extra-

crdinary specf&l edication facilities; . ‘ - 1

2) the school district maintains adequate, co*t accounting to document

. the per capita cost of special education; and” + )
t “

3) the Supkrintendent of Public Instruction has reviewed the case
study an@ staffing recommendation for each child referred and has l
app¥roved the district's recommendations regarding eligibility of
the child for the extraordinary special education services and

facilities.
Amenaed-by P.A. 79-853, 1, eff. October 1, 1975. ///
' » « . ¢ . -
Section 14-7.03, The School Code of Illinois - -

14-7.03 Special Education Classes for Children from Orphanages, Foster
Pamily Homes, Children's Homes, or in State Housing Units. If a sghool
district maintains special education classes on the site of orphaﬁges
* and children’s home$, or if children from the orphanageE, childrents
homes homes, foster family homes, other state agencies,\or State i
residential units for children attend classes for handicapped children .\
in which the school district is a participating member of a joint
agregnent, or if the children from the orphanages, children's homes,
foster family homes, other state agencies, or State residential uni
attend classes for the handicapped children maintained by the-school \\\ T
district, then reimbursement, shall be paid to eligible districts in '
. accordance with Sectjon 14-12.01 for each year ending June 30 thré&ugh -
" the regionaihggperintendent on the warrant of the .Comptrollex.
. ' . . oot
The amount of tultion for such -!children Bhall be determined by tha
\ actual cost of maintaining such classes, but cos€s for agministration,_
~ . amd supervision shall be computed pn the percentage basis that the.
.+ average daily membership of children in the special classesbears to
the total average daily membership of the district and any costs for
tha use of building facilities shall not exceed 10% of the expenditure
for Ahe classes, such program aod cost to be pre-~dpproved by the
Superintendent of Public Instruction. . )
. L ) »
. A - L.

\




N ) Extracrdinary Servicas . . . . i L.

+ ¢ . i " / . ’
n J’ » - -
. -

Those services appropriately designed s as to meety the very specific and
special educational needs of handicapped children, and are in additien to N
{supplemental) or distinct from those Special education segyices proviaed
_.through the basic special education program. The sexrvices furnish educational
- tunities commensurate with the handicapped child's needs, interests, and
ab- ities which will enable him to devélop Personal, social, economic,. and
< L. aesthetic potentialities. Spacial educatichal services may include {(a)instruc-
e tional sexvicas and {b) supportive or releted‘hervices.

———

3

z

, (a) Instfggtional Services

s
Instructional services provide for a .learning environment in which a teacher
y can relate directly with a student. These services would include. readiness
-~ . programs, such as perceptual training, visual or tactual skill training, or
- fine-gross motor development; individualized and programmed instructioh, .
, diagnostic or prescriptive teaching, mobility, orientatidn or travel Sraining,
. o  instruction in daily living skills, prevocational programs; instruction., .
. ~utilizing special equjpment, mobile classrooms, community xesources, and
special instructional techniques.* '

- x

. (b) Supportive or Related Serv1ces L e .

) Supportive or related services are those services which are designed to over~
come or ameliorate a child's handicap, but only to the extent necessary to
enable him, to benefit from the educational services available to him. The
term also includes those supportive services which genera)ly precede the pro-
vision ot direct educational services and can only be justified to the extent
to which they are required to furnish such educational services.

. Supportive of related services would includé: speech pathology and audiology
services; diagnostic services, such as psychclogigal evaluations and medical
screening, health services; food services; pupil transportation, library and

. media services., employment of staff supexvisors; inservice training of staff;

media services which are not used in direct instruction of handicapped children,

and parent and comnunity services., (20.USC 241c {a) (5), 20 ysC 1413)*

PR ‘ * - - . v - N
. 3

ry - '

> ' -~ ' 45 . " * s A
* Chapter V, B-2, Januéiy. 1971, Administrative Manual Public Law 89-313, Amend- ° J
ment to Title I, Elcmuntuzy and Secondary Edu.ution Act, Butcau -f Education for
tha Handicapped- L L -~
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! N SPEECI[ ASSISTANTS QUESTJ’\ONNRIRE on . ' PR .
" SPEEC?VMUME SERVICES TO MTITLE I 89-313 PUPILS P
* v
< Y, Overall Progran Evaluation ’ . .., jDON'T
- : | yes  oupwnat{ mo KNCH
: Do you think the specch assistant progras... s -

= had d‘e‘ﬂnite goals_and objectives guiding the
mrm? et etIstteIet eIttt BN R RRIRIRRRRY
N ’ B - . ¢ #'\ﬂ
-_was ?N.ded and imp ,;o-:ed through a regular
in’ewice Progral? seecvccscecccsccccscenscreene
=~ was adegquately supervised and coordinated by
Central Office 6@&"1’::&:‘0“7 sesacesesesrnee

= Was mplm%ﬁed in a tmely DANNEY7eecccnccens 2

* 3

.= provided-you with a job description of what
YOUI duties would be?--oo-.o'noooo.!l'ooo.oo.-

- wu designed to service pupils truly 1n necd .
of extraordinary “speech/language SCIViCe2es4es N

- was realistic about the quantity of pupil
services which could bo provided?..e..ceesuee

- contributed positively in the re’mediation ,
and/or improvement of the majority of - ‘
serviced puplls pmblm?-oo-oooo ecstso s

-

-
. - .
LY -

IX, Bvaluat:lon of Local School Supervising Speecch Pathologists =

Di.d the spcech pathologlsts who supewlsedw YES - i
you at tho local schools... 50 For ¥&S, mark this

helped the program g
? function well.
- ) 1. .
. » ) - . . | wo - Ror
HELPPUL DIFFERENCE HELPFUL

-

= understand the goals and objectives of the spaoch. .
u'iltmt progru?o..-OQOOOOOOOQOUnoooonoinqonzonoooo- N *

» = provide you with adequate supervision and help when

4 necded?..ooanooooo.oo-o--roo--|ooooo-o--l|o-oo--o---.

- share available pupil diagndstic or student ‘tile i *
1nfomt£on with YO“?.-..---.---.-n-on---.-o.---no-no 1

< v L. i

= paintain contact with you for coordination of pupil ’ - |
*jectiv.' and Progress teport'?o-o'oonnnonn:nno-oon .e ’

= involve you_in staffings or maeting regarding the . s

llrviced pupl:.?..-o-onon-o--o.'.ttono- ll0||oooh-o-| V4

- - 7 ,

| = have realistic expoctations of what yau ould ' .

.cmplish with pUPlIl?--ooo-.o....o.-...-.....-.... )

,~ Telate to you as &4 working oon.aque nnd . .

--._._ profclslonal?..,.-.............-..-.....--......... N A '-°. -
\)‘ . -~ ; ’ » .

- »®

i o it e s - fw orm o - e by A 2R
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111, Nceds Assessment

—. Bore group inscrvice than nonthly' i

—_ content of inservice »
Y ,
— citywide, inservice to explain speech
assistants program to spetch patho-
jlogisgs. administrators, otc.

___ development of a quarterly or yearly
checklist of program responsibilities °

__;\nore Central Office supervision and
céordination v

nore contact with program master teacher-
speech pathologast

Ld

— improving recordkeeping required for
progran

a 4

—__ better xoom location assigned to speech
assistants -

. \ . -

IV, General Progypam Organization

1. what do you feel is the average number
casaload? *

2. should there be a master teacher-speech patholdgist in the field to coordinate
1 .

- *YES

gram? NO Reason?

-

y w
K
]

P . . “’..-1;

Put an ¥ on the line before those items which you feol are priority concerns for FY Bl

type of duties assignéd to speech
assistants . s’

more! speech assistinpe:in tho elementary
. schools : C .

speech assistants for high schools
more careful selection of personnel assigned
as specch assistants

batter identification at local school levol

of pupils eligible to be served |

accessability of files and p:ovisgs speech
« assessments

better scheduling of number of schools or

.pupils to be serviced .

frequency or nature of assistant's contact
within pupils' regular classroom

+

other = Specify: .
— I

-~

- . . .
- * .

o

pils that should be.on a speech assistant's

the pro-

Yo«

A

Se ~ .

A ]

3. SBhould gpeech assistants work with #ild /moderate rather than seypre handicapped pupils?
+ e el BN

YES

~ \ N - )
4. Should the spoech assistants progran be re-funded-for upcoming years? YES

+ 5, What suggostn;n. or comments do you have for thé speech assistants program? I

*

HO -

RO
—— :

o=

»

-*
]
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% . . APPENDIX B . . . i _' T -

: * Speééh Pathologlst Quest%Pnnaire On . * % .

. Spaech/Language Services To Title I 83:313 Pupils IR :
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] 3 T SPEPNGL PATHOLOGIST QUESTICNNAIRE ON
. SPEECH/LANGUAGE SERVICES TO TITLE I 89-313 PUPILS

bl

3 . ,
« Ag part of the Title'l 89-313 program, government monies were used to implement a

speech assistants program. FPlease respond to the following questions regarding the progran

.Offered.ooooOoo'ooooooooo-.ooo.o.o.p_,_."-.....:..........

. ) ~ . ]

- demonstxato~ability to do screenings and diagnostic

testing?oo'-oooloo..ooo-&o---oooooooo-oooo--‘oo-oo-oo---

.
- apply skills and techniques suggasted by you or "
Obumed at ‘.nserv!ﬂS?ooovoo.----oooo--ooooooo..ooooo )

< r

] “. ¥ -
- Pa,'tic‘.pate !n ‘taffhg.s?ilorooolooop-o-ooo'.-o..o-oooo:

by
i T m‘;ntain p.rogre.' rcpoxtlr_ f!let, and IEP.?--...&--.

. - \ . o
- kaep to the schedule as sot yp for your schaol and
,thﬁ pup!l. to bO .een?ooooooo.‘oo.oooolrool.--oot‘--.ooo- N

. « demonstrate overall professional compatencies?...., il

. as it operated during FY 80. - ' . - ot
- L . % . -
I Overall Program Evaluation s - . . ) .
. . = B "‘ ‘ » LE . m'{ L
- . Do feellthat the speec!! assistant program... . * ISOMEWHAY NO e
:.( ¥, - . ~ (1 ¥ lq .
- provided servites to special education pupils™who previcusly had “ . -
no_. or lmted 3ew1ce?-o-.-oooo\too.oooo\oooooo---ooo-o-o‘ooooaoo-‘o v » h
: - ‘ - N ' -. €
~ had defin!tegals‘ and objectives to guide the program?.eeossesces w * " .
- - * - . |
. . . K
' - wWis add;uataly Supervtsed md OoordinaﬁEd?..........-o.,.......... ‘ - - - ;
~ » . . - ’ '
N - was _guidéd and improVkd through a regular inservice program?..... | . . |
- WAS ’fplmntcdm amly mﬂr?loo:o-oooo-ooooooooooooo-......
) . = provided service to a sufficient number of impi is? (hverage )
., caseload of a speech assjeant was 20 pupils)...,....:....,....... o . .
- -3 x L_
- contributed positively in the remediation” and/or improvement . - T A
o, s of the majority of serviced pupils’ problems?....emevecccccccssans
: ’ 4 . -
- ry - - L}
’ . - assisted serviced pupils' classroom teachers in reinfoxeing 1 . !
—'\5 _ speech/hnguage work in the ‘rmlu Classrm?loo.ooooo.-oo..--o-- e ! "
[ - - . N . - ———— - - - = = — . [
' \ * ‘
o1 —_— - " . . .. - n - - h 5
= ST - T s .
L . o - 4 - ' * ~
R ‘1.‘ . . L] - r' L] . -
- * 11, Evalbation of Speech Assistant ‘ KO_| YESwFor YES, mark if this helpee”
. . \ the program function we "
« =  Did your speech assistant... - : . *
. - s -_— " . ~ “b N " .
L e e ) . . HELPFUL [DIFFEREN FUy
v - demonstrate an understanding of the duties. required 3 i .
. — ‘of thﬂ msi.tidn?...l-.....‘........ll.l..i............. ’ ) . )
R . , ‘ . - S - \
- . - denonsti'.ate *skill and interest in workify with the 1
. 'werely handica.pped'pupils?........o..o,......u-.... > '
. R ~ \ . 4 *
= L - - - -
. = maintain confact with you for coordinatioh of pupil .
-, 4 - objectives, general supervision, report of sorvices '

E ot T AT ",
T a o

L]
fnwe wnwl me amle ek o mmenE e e e dRetas T e e e e me P b 0 von AR e M dx comelen & w om A de nM mmrh me w e o amem
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* a L. 4 .
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- ’ . i . . _..I ¥ ' .
. II1 Needs Assessment . . v
3
F - o - . . .

—~— »
% = . .

Put an X on the lino be!o:o thoso items which you feel aro pr.tor:lty concemg for FY B1.

___ more g:otfP‘nurvice than nom:hly type of duties azsigned to spcech -

; ) assistants -
content of inservice

___more speech assistants in the elementdry

: : citywide inservice to explain speech T sctoolg ~
assistants progfam to speech patho- . ‘ . '
- logists, adainistrators, etc., \ speech assistants, fp‘( high schools .
— development of a qua:t:e'r!y or yearly — moke carcful selection of personnel assigned
checklist of program responsibilities as :peech assistagts K
| meCentra! ofﬁcu supervision and . berrer fdentificatiocn at "Iooalsschool level
eoordinatioa T of pupils oligible to be served .
more contact with p:ogra:a' master teacher- accessabuity of ﬁ.l.os and previous speech
. speech pathologist asscasments .
— Ieproving :eeordkeepmg :equ:l:ed for better scheduling of ‘number of schooll or
e progran , pupils to be serviced
' —__ better room location assigned to speech frequency or nature of assistant's contact
* 7 assistants ~ . : within pupils® regular classroom - -
* ! . . ) . ’ other - Spacify: '
- . * :
L - . . * - ., {
- . * g y .
~ ."‘\. s . K. -+
1V, General Progran 0perar.ion =® e

l. What is the mmber of speach pysistants you feel you pcr:onany could lupervise? ..

2. What do you feol iz the mnbe; cial education pupils that a spegch assistant | !
‘4 should service? ‘ . .

3. Should there be a maffer teacher-speech pat:hoﬁ)qilt in the nel.d to coordinate the program?
— YEs — KO Roasons: -

- . - “ram -
—— o e st—

it~ [ P m e L s e = - ’ .
< ~ -

. M . .
4. Ghould speach assistants work with mild/moderata r:uther than soverec haqd:lcapped ?upns?

. Yes ___¥o $ , s o .
oo : ~funded upcomin oau? YES - ho "
o s:j_hwld the spcech anistants program be re-fun for up g Y i .
6. What suggestions or cooments do you have about the spoech assistants’ .prog:m? o .
. - - - i . o .
\‘l w . L) bl r i
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About 37 tudents within five'schools gre served |

FORWHOM: -~ -

844 saversy, profoungly nendicapped srudents
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STUDENT - RELATED : . § QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY -
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- of students were between the ages of 6 and 17 years old with some 18 through

November, 1980 . "gggarfment of Research, Evaluation
_ . a

SR P ) Long Range Flanning, Board of
et g ' Bducation, City of Chicago
q; PY'SO Evaluation Report . -
* A‘Survey of Speech Assistant Program
, Title I 89-313 . . .
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A-BETRACT

This report reviews the first year gf‘ihplementation of the Title I 89-313
federally funded Speech Assistant Program for severely,/profoundly handicapped
students in the Chicago public schools., The report utiljzes the client-
centere® approach (Robert Stake) in order to provide the history and status
of the program and how it is judged by those who are involved with it and
have expertise in.the program area. Data were gathéred from the personnel
funded by Title I 89-313 monies: fourteen speech assistants, one master
teacher—speech pathologist, and one program Coordipator. Alsc 33 speech |
pathologists who supervised sptech assistants at the local schools provided
information. Interviews, obsexvations, the Title I 89-313 Pupil Partlcipant
Forms, Speech Assistants' Questionnaire on Speech/Language Services Tg
pitle I 89-313 Pupils, and Speech Pathologist Questionnaire on Speech/Language.
Services To Title I 89-313 Pupils were the methods and instruments used to
gather data. . ., L.

SUMMARY ’ : ) T

T The following is a summary of general statistics on the programv Pifteen
speech assistants serviced 644 students enrolled in 75 schools. The majority

21 year olds being served.. Most .stulents had more than one handfcapping ‘con-
dition, and the primary handicapping condition of most serviced students was.
mental retardation. Five speech assistants were designated to work only with
the severe learning disabled. Over ninety percent of, the total population of
serviced students were children requiring extraordinary services (as defined,

in Section 14-7.02a of The School Code of Il Illinois.) Several “special education \
foster children and orphans were also serviced. In the years prior to the

- Speech Assistant Ptogram these stugents had received limited or no direct

service delivery in speech/lanquage/Services..

Students .parf,ic’ipated in the Title I 89-313 Speech Assistant Program in
two ways. The first was through the| direct service delivery format. This
utilized the pull-out basis of seyvice delivery whereby a student left the
regular classroom setting (or in s cases, went to a design&ted location
in the room away from the area of general classroom instruct*on).. The student
then received service from the speeg¢h assistant in a one-to-one or small group
session. Thé average session lastgd between 45 minuts to one hour. The .
second means of service delivery was by means of classroom and teacher contact.
The speech assistant visited the, classroom for Student obseryational purposes
to note if there was carryovexr &and practice.of speech therapy. Additionally,
the speech assistant gave the classroom teacher an oral report on the progress
of serviced students and suggesté& methods and activities to be used with
serviced students in their classrobm setting.
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. PINDINGS - : ¢ ' -
, The findings listed below smmrize aspects of the PY 80 Speech Assistant
PIOgram- - @ " PR . P l‘
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*The main contribution of the program.was the assistants' service to
students needing e extraordifhary service help and the assistonts facilaitating
students' improvements in speech/language deficiencies. Ascording Lo opinions
expressed on surveys, both the speech pathologist and speech assistant groups
overwhelmingly agreed that the Speech Assistant Program did achieve these two
accomplishments. . .

*Bpth speech assistants’ and supervising pathologists' sentiments toward

&5 progranm organizational features were positlve, “and most comments and suggest~-
ions seemed to’bd for the purpose of program improvement or enrxichment rather . @
than criticsm. ] ] N ‘.

*According to statistics available only on a studéent group sample of 317

participants, these students' results in meeting the criterion of progressing

at least one stage in & major selected speech/language gocal surpassed the

80 percent cbjective written for the program. Eighty-seven percent of

overall serviced student group were reported to have met the gbjective.’ An

overall review and analysis of students' speech/langulge objectives was not

conducted by program evaluators to determine the type or appropriateness of .
- . ’ objectives or to verify the reported students results. (This type of analysis

would .;equire specialized personnel certified in speech/language pathology.)

— *When the handicapped groups' results are analyzed separately only the
sevére learning disabled group fell below the 80 percent criterion--74 percent.
Severe learning disabled students were those served by assistants with an average
casoload of students. f'.'l.‘his caseload exceeded the average caseload of 37
students whi%as maintainecl by other assistants. .

*Pathologists and assistants repur.ed the need for citywide inservice to
explain the Speech Assistant Program to pathologists, administrators, etc. who
might be involved as supervisors or whose students will be program participants.

,-’ -
\ *Pathologists differed from assistants in the need for a yeaxly or quarterly
checklist of responsibilities, Pathologists saw deVelopment of a checklist as
\‘ more of a program need than did the assistants.
) 'The program utilized the multidisciplinary approach to student r\vice by
collobox:ating assistant, supervising speech pathologist, and classrodm geacher
, efforts to work together for the student.

£

*Assistants had difficulties at the local schaol level in obtpining accessible
lists of the Title I 89-313 student names and names were n¢eded in order to
draw a caseload. ) , : }
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’ -Assistan!s serving schools where eligible Title Y 89-313 student names
' were not readfly accessible xmplemented the program on an indirect servick

delivery basis until students were identified, 1IndiPect service included
such tasks as checking IEPS or records to locate students possibly eligable : =
for services, arranging for Aiagnostic testxng. observation in classrooms for
prescriptive puxposes, and local inservice presentations.

*Schools that had accessible lists of\Txtle X 89r313 studént names were .
more likely to have their students receive direct service sooner dyring the
beginning of the schogql year implementation, The amount of direct service
per student varied according to severity of student' 8 problems and assistant's
caseload. Direct service include® one-to-one or small group work with students
for remediation of speech/language problenms, morrftoring studentg in reguiar
classrooms for purposes of carxyover the practice of therapy, and supervised

evaluation of students in achxevxng the Title X 891313 speech/language object-
ives written for then. . —

L)

The caselocad for assxstants working the severe learning disabled was heavy.
Most assistants serviced at least 37 severely/prokoundly handicapped in several
schools while the assistants workxng thh the severe learnxng dxsabled servxced

about 54 students, =~ - = — —— .

]

Por further information regarding this report, contact:
¢

'Department of Research, Evaluation and Long Range Planning
Title X 89~313 Speech/Language Report

2021 North Burling Street, Room 204CS .
Chicago, Illinois -60614 , ' 2

-, o/ (312) 641r8002 . L :
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